¥ay ¥, 1955

Dear Phil:

A morent's compoeurs has finally given me & chance to review our corres-
ondencs. I'm sfraid I've been rather distracted the last couple of weeks
Arderson's vieit, a ms, with Cavalll flying back and forth, and another with

Stocker}, but things should be back t0 their normal pace soon.

By separate cover, I have sent 10 aocples of the ms. in mimeographed form.
At the time, there seemed €0 be no eeriocus further Lssue eo I did also send
1t off (as previocusly threatened) te the Journal of Imumology. D em sure no
harm will come of 44, as we will have an opportunity to make minor revisions
when the me, is returned by the referee, but it might have besn wiser 4o send
it back and forth for another round of oriticsl discussion. A couple of points
have come up already. I somekow overlooked your word about Miss lMcWhorter. Of
oourse her part should be aclmowledged, though I think putting her on as co-
author cn the introductory paper would be fnappropriate. I will be happy to
have (and follow) your advice on the details. A aimilar queetion will come wp
with one of my own assistants (¥Miss Helen Byers). I hope Mles McW will not be
distressed to ses the ms. in such scemingly £inal form-—— I will be glad %o
drade-nore-sukiably-ongressed-sheotey-or-dodder-4e send enother Ddage to be insedted
Just before the sumary.

This 1s not the only item I overlooked. I had intended %0 follow your lead
on pe 9 (all references to the new copies) 4th line from bottom ( substitute
"xnown %o carry a suppressed" for " suspected of scarrying a covert", and on
12, 24 sentence 24 paragraph. My wording on the latter should have been confusing!
The statoment was wrong, and not what I meant. Por the moment, it was oorrecied
by substituting “antigenic complex” for"facter! and inserting “"chemical® before
substanoe, but I agree the sentence oan be improved by more drastic revision
(and 44 will bo done).

sections vhigh

There are tvo pednde-where I retained againet yowr advice, and which may need
furthor disoussion (or asquiesoence). The discussion of XIIs on pe# 1s designed
to repalrspeculations of preoviocus papers. On .5, the %echnique of melting off
the agar columms ie glven in such deatil because I could not Pind it elsewhsre.
Andepson wea glad 40 have the trick demordrated %o him, and like myoself had rade
a meas of it previouely. Howevar, if I have overlooked mention either of the the
use of the wirs loop, or of the spinning to help break the ager, in any of your
papers, I will of cowrse withdraw the desorirtion. I am not surprised you chould
take this for granted aftermore than s dozen years of itc practice but any novice
(14l myself) would ba grateful for the detalle.

Bt aside from these points, I believe I have followed your rererks quite
closely, though I hope you won't mind just an occasional "split verd" (of. Fowler,
Modern English Usage, pp.448 and 558, for what seems t0 me a moderate treatment).
The latest datum on S. gallinarum had to be included (p. 9). Perhape depending on

tha wemlde A bhe INABA  sewmios, 4hias peamegropi woy e arpanded ox cendrosbod

(or &n view of ite speclal #nterest perhaps deferred to a separate publication



However, pending your promised more complete serologiocal analysis, I ihink
the result should be mentioned here.

I cannot think of anything more to do with the substance of the paper.

Of eourse several issues have had 40 be soouted sarefully, until we lknow more
about them. We have a long way to go before we can say we understand &. abortus-equi.
I think there is some indication, however, that monophasic straine f£all into three
groupst

1) Like 9W-666, H-901, from which diphasios have yet to be obiained.

2) Like S.--java and derivatives, snd SWO59, to which an additions) phase can
be transduced to give s diphasie. It ie by no meensclear whether diphasicity here
18 a simple canssquence of transferring sn effective alternative antigen (which mey
be lacking in the originak strain).

Attempts 0 get indirect cvidonco of sn alternative phase in these etocks
by experiments snalogous to S. ah.~equi ~-x SW=-666 have given entirely negative results.

%) 1dke S. sbortus-squi(and S. paratyphi A?) 4n which an alternative phase can
be demonstrated, albeit with great difficulty. The situetion here whould possibly be
reviewed along the lines of the kunsendorf results. The fect that sb.-equi ie funda-
mentally diphasie, although with en apparent very low rate indeed, is confirmed, I
think by the ——x SW-666 experiment. The S. abortus-equi straine I have lcooked at so
far have all been extraordinarily sluggish in motility ager, elthough their H-sgglutina-
bility ant microscépic motility is exemplary. This may have something 4o do with
the phase variation reeults. Allao, as I heve alreedy indicated, I am by no means
convinced thet SW-~100% was a traneduction, in the sense of having anything to do with
the added phage, but more experiments are needed. ( Thanks for sending the 4 straihs
jued received. Before I've had a chance to look at them, I aleo reeived a large shipment
from Dr. Moran, out of which I hope I may find some more =atiefactory streins.)

Thie group may poseibly include two cetegories: a) in which the rate is only
apparently low, owing to technical side-issuee, and b) truly low rates. Would you be
surprised 4f S. javiana turned ocut to 4he-be be the former, in view o€ the 1228:1,5
orossreaction’

Concerning the rule of one-factor-per-transduction, I ar etill convined this is
the rule, although I hove we will ultimately find s number of exceptions. I% is dased
on a good deal of previous work, in whioh 8W-666 was quite unique. It is just for thhe
reason that it was used so extensively, but this mey tend to obscure i® special quality.
The abortus-equi story may turn out to0 be relswvant to thie, but it s not yet clear.
Certainly in all of the gsdfgy H-antigen transductione themselves, there were no excep-
tions (1.e8. no coses whatever of simultanecus transductien of two phases, whereas there
would have been many epportunities to see thie., Some of the experiments have been
replicated scoree of timea.) However, I hope the naper lets the facte spesk for them-
selves, rather than laying down the dogna.



Pegigree detaileg:— Do you have a cleam copy of the sumary you sent ne? If
not, I will have a proper table made up. Meanwhile, here are some data to fill the
lacunae indicated:

5W-960B From 5594-51 (FB ~:1,2) in 1,2 serum
"Sw-703" A contaminant in nmy original culture of your #%3, Please forget it.
SH-524 TM2 —-x abony IV V XII 4ienx
SW-025 abony —x sendal IX {II atenx
SW-971Mot S465-52 rotiiized by x- T
BH—GBF o e e By B@ e - S 6 66— Cfe CDC 1235~ and 1535~
did I send you these twice
also 1236~ and 1533~

SW-979B I gt4ill don't understand this. My records are that SW-999B was obtabed
from SW-959 in z6 serum, severs’ passages, but I would almost be willing
to beliebe that I misread 998 for —99B.

ph2

8W-598 sendal ——x abortus—equif@6  You have this as IV V XII a:l,5.

(I could £ind only --:1,5, but the differenceg is exylicable. It does not
seer: likely that the V-Pabbewydd/ was transduced #rom sendai, as such”

I think it conceivable that the restoration of V might have something

40 do with the ability of #26 to move through the homologous Menx" serum,)
eepeeimliiv-adnee Like S¥-1003 this re ult is a rare one from many trials
which gave nothing.

SW-1036 PB %3 in b+l,2 serum
S#-1031 sendai phl ——x S¥-1026 (ph 1)
1043G1 was renamed SW-1041, alrcady typed. The 1043 is just the page nusber in my

notes ( by coincidence ahout = current SW nuibers), and I haven't decided whether to
gAve oach culture in the series an SW- nurber. Probdhy wille.

I don't understand why T2 shouldn't move in 1,2 serum. Ilii-eheek If this doesn't
work on second trial, would you serd it beack?



I an still confused about java and won'tviry to reinfect you with the sawme «

The aic and bic derivatives previously mentioned are strong evidenece that ther
a duplicetion of the Hy factors. However, abony (enx)--z SW1053 atc gave

atenx and clenx respectively. I strongly suspect that thesemay really be

ai{ c)tenx and (a)icienx, since the oririnal X atc variation was very slusgiesh in-
deed. Alternatively, the enx may (incredibly) Have substituted for a non~homologous
a or ¢ factor, as can be tesyed by further 4ransductions. I would not bz surprised
if you would rather I withhcld these uncertcin fragruents until they showed some co~-
rerence; on the other hande this 1s the only way 1 can explsain suc’ material as
comes up.

I am very sorry indeed if thess monsters have intruded on the routine of yowr lab.
Now that this paper is out, it should be possible to confine shipments and queries
to rather specific lssues. I will do my best to sinpiify this situation, but suppose
that part of the difficulties are yowr own fault for not restraining your curioceity
about them, and therefore going 40 such detailliitiiiiil That': what comes of efoying
one's work. More seriously, however, I shall be very sorry if you do not 4ell me of
any occasion when you wou;g gz;ﬂe!t(or find yours#df unable}o go into any particular
tr no

probler or set of culturee for the time being. I am sorry that you do not have the
facilities and assistance that your work obviocusly merits, and in your position I
would probably be more petulant about it.

E-dhinl--dhie

Your report on Kunmendorf seems entirely clearout. Does 1t deserve fornal notice
(not so much for the dekdils as for s caveat on the principle}? There is one casual
experiient I will have to repeat: the loss of readivity of SW-258¢ in berlin seru:
after brief hesting (100° 10 min.) Don't count on its veramcity, but would thie be
prebably inconsilstent with the identification of " c¢' " with the O somatic antigen?

If I can now review a few incldental queries, I think this ought to tidy up our
coznurdcations.

1. This Iseld business: Have you seen papers? (If not, will send)}. Do you have the
old intertransformed cultures? O course if you want to check these for shage your-
self, I'1l wait to heasr youwr recult.

2, How does abortus-soui behave in absorhed "n" scrun, and how is this reasent pre-
nared?

3. Do you have parad O foms?
4. Just read about this: do you Nave Roschka's typhi O 1257 e could try to rerotiiize
and verify the d:-.

Siucerely,

Joshua lederhory



P.s.
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If OK, we can add this to all of the extant copiles.

I forgot to add two more points:

1. I will have to send out a few coples of the present ms. (Spicer, Stocker, Zinder)
but, as this will not be subject to revision in the way that the paper itself will
be, I would like your specific OK first.

I don't know how you feel about pre-publication distribution, but there are lots
of copies (I have about 15 left). If you thénk Kauffmann should have one, by all means
send it. Ditto for anyone else actively working in a related area (Bruner, Peso,...).

2. It will be some time before proof comes back, but these things have a habit of
creeping up suddenly. I would appreciate your early advice on how many reprints
should be ordered on your account. I suppose, too, that the sconer we can finalize
any minor reviasions, the better.

JL

PPS, Sumer has finally cume in. I hope your airconditioning is working (we don't have
any) .



